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. Y PREFACE -

The Research on Evaluatiop Program,is a Northwest Regional
Educational {Laboratory project.of research, development, testing,
and training! designed to create new eyaluation methodologies go;
use in education. This document is one of a series of papers and
reports proddced by program staff, visiting scholars, adjunct

" schqlars, and\project collaborators--all members of a cooperative

network of colleagues working on the development of new .
methodoiogie§4 .

. e
What is the meaning of. the concepts "value" and %valuing"? What
role do values play in.the evaluation process? This paper
contains a discussion of these questiass as well as a \}
consideration of how value perspectives infilluence the, problem

solving logics usable in evaluation. . ©
i . N .. Nick L. Smith, Editor
/ . . , Paper and-Report Series -
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VALUES, VALUING, AND EVALGATION =~ °

. A

This éaper ends far from the élace that was anticipated when
the work began. The turn around is largely due to a statement by
Gowin ahd Green' (1980) that little 4f any intelligible sense Gan
be.attéched to'the guestions, "wuét‘values do our children have?
what values should they have?" That statement upset the mental
"apple cart: " We assume that people have values;‘that values éan.
be given to and or taken on by people- that values are

&
possesslble things or characterlstlcs. ‘Not so. As Gowip and

to- That statement flawed the base for-what~appeared to be i
. . P .
straightforward logical argument.

1. People use their values in determining the relative
worth of the different options in a,  decision.

.

. 2. There is confusion’ about: a) what.is meant about the °
construct "value"; b) what are the things we have )
A when we have values; and ¢) how those thlngs (our -
> - basic values) are used in the ‘evaluation process.

3. The resolution of this confusion (and thus the
’ improvement of evaluation) lies in: a) the
examlnatlon of the meaning of the construct "value"“; A v
b) ‘the determination of where and how value fits 1nto

the evaluation process; c) the identification of the
basic building blocks that create the things er .
¢haracteristics we have wheﬁ we have values; and d)

y . 7 the delineatior of strategies by which values may be
. Ce - plugged into evaluatlon methods. AN

£ If we do not have values we cannot use them in weighing décision

. optlons. . .« . "

] AR J
But people feei" they have values and valuing plays roles in
i the eva;uatlon process. And there is confusion and mystery about

qwhat we, mean by valve and how we do it. It is also:clear that
, - c . - X

Green state, we do not have values, we value. ¢.
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value’systems, interlocking. setf ‘of values, materially influence
what is-valued, how we resolve problems, and how we know that we .
These items condition our lives and the way we

1 -

Because of that, this paper has three segments.

know something.
work. 1) the y
meaning of value and valuing as seen in word usage; 2) the

role(s) of value and valuing in evaluation; and 3) the potency of’

value systems in our epistemologies and our problem-solving

logic. Before attending to those items it seems necessary to’
define’ the indirect object of this effort, the evaluation ‘ . o
process. Ev¥aluation means many things to.many’people and thus

can be a very complex and abstract entity. By restricting that
meaning herein, we hope to reduce the overall &bstraction level
v ! N "

being foclised upor.

LW

Evaluation 5efined

N
i

As used in this paper,‘evaluation,;eters to a proces%,for
faCilitating dec¢s10n making. It does not (or at least as
focused on here) focus on all instances of deCiSion making. I
purchased an automobile not long ago. That purchase was an ' v .
instance of dec1s10n making, and I engaged in some actiVities

that faCilitated/my choice makﬂng . Some would call those

activities evaluation. * There wére a number of options, different

maags and models of cars that I considered, and the selection of

That &s, the

v

one of those options was not a trivial choice.

selection of one of those options had an impact on other aspects — Lo
of my life. In short, I wanted to choose a car that most |
economically met my transportation needs.

A decision situation enjoins when: a)'there are a. number of

$ cptions (at least two); b) it is impossible to tréat all the .
. options the same way:; and c)‘there is an impact in the selection
of one of the options\that exténds beyono the choice—making aCt.J
Some illustrations are -useful. Tﬁe-retention or\dismissal of a
staff member .in which there are at least two optionsk it is

impossible to exerCise both, and the sélection of one ‘or the .

'
. 2 LY, vy '
.

he™
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other options has an impact on the life of that staff member, on

the pérsons with whom that staff member works, and on the.overall

. functioning of the organization in which that individual is (or

¢ .

. ‘: . . . v
is not) a staff member. The selection of a specific reading
instruction program is another illustration. Again, there are

numerous options--rote.approaches, phonics approaches, or a

:combined approach. * The economics and staff capabilities, and tbé

nature of the options themselyes make it‘i@possible to‘select all
three options. And the decision will have‘impact on the children
who will experience the instfuction, the staff who must do the

instruction, and on the organization in which the instruction

- v * 'l ~

takes place;' it qill perceived as effective, or ineffective by

it$ publics. -
The impact factor in decision makinq is Bhe important

motivating force for doing evaluations. Some choice situations
involve options that- are relatively impotent. That is, there is
little ' if any long term effect in the selection of option A over
options B, ¢, D . . . . For example, there are two different
aroutes I can drive from my home to the supermarket. They are'’
about the same length, take about the same t}me, involve about
the same traffic density. _ But on any given trip-l must make a

‘choice. Since there is little difference in the effects of.

driving one route or the other, evaluation is not needed. I pick r

- .
a route and get to the store. Other decision situations involve

potent options. The retention/dismissal decision related to an
individual staff member'is illustrative. The dismissal option
markedly affects tge life of that staff member and the L
organizption. The decision to retain is equally potent, although
it is not normally conceived‘that way. The choice of keeping-
teacher X on our staff maintains that teacher s life style and
self pﬁtception and conditions the quality of the interaction a
given set of sEpdents will have. -

"High potency deczsion options proVide two reasons for careful

El

systematic evaluation actiVity. thg decision maker S peace of

mind and documentation in cases in which a decision is
»

challenged. Again the retehtion/dismissal decision is

4 .
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~ 7 ﬁlustratlve. If I am an admlnlstra/br responsible for the
~ * choice -of retaining or dismissing teacher X, I want the peace of
‘ mind that comes from kno?}ng that g'yé'ﬁade the best possible
v ' decision for all the people involved. I,don't want to feel that
) the choice was a éappicious one dr one made by default. If my .
- decision is challengéd I want to be able to:dpcu%ept the basis
for the decision. This requires that I be able o show the -
existende of a decision logic that éhiﬂed my determrning’the
' relative worth of the options AND the dat& of the particular
_-instance YHat informed the-decision. A decision challenge 1s not
* an 1nstance calllng for proof that the right optlon was selected,,
. but rather, that a logical and 1nrormed cholce was made.
—_ Evaluatiop then is a systematic process qsed to ﬁacilitate
choice or decision making. It ococurs (or should occur) when two*
or more options aré considered and‘yhen the selection of one of K
those options has impact on the people in the decision /
NN .situation. The components of the'evaluation,érocess shouid help
the decision maker: a) reach‘clarbty on the nature of the
- » different options in the decision; b) identify the dimensions of
value for the partichlar set of options; and c) determine the °
relative worth or value of the individual options. Evaluations,
as Gowin and Green (1978) state, produce "value claims"
Something is a good, is good for, or is better than. Along with
these value claims, evaluation should‘present tne logic used 1n
arr1v1ng at the specific value claims and the data or ev1dence on
which the evaluator(s) reached the value claimd presented in the

evaluation report.
(-/

2 »
LI

- ’ LY
Toward a Definition of Value and Valuing

-

~ . . 4 .
, ¢ 5 ! i
Value and valuing is the heart of evaluation. That heart%

e

that core has been largely unrealized in the formulaﬁlons ofsthe

evaluation process over the past several decades. Most of oyr

attempts to explain the evalyation process have been based.zn a
" .

. search for "truth" not for value. The need for a shift was




— (

’

.. It is also interesting that value and”valuing are simultaneously .

- L4

v s

recognlzed but ‘not fully understood by the National Commlttee for’ .
the Study of Evaluatlon when.it cla1med 1n the frontsplece of its - '
report to the professlon, "The purpose of .evaluatton 'is to ' .
‘1mprove not- to prove. And in 1ts dlscourse on evaluatLon s

illness" ' . ] ’ (\ '

. .

- Most evaluators agree that mere collection of data does e
not constltute valuation--there is always a need to make, . .

“ Judgments about the data in. terms. of some implicit or . R
expllc1¥ value structure. (Stufflebeam, et*al., 1971) °

4 L

That the search for understanding of the evaluatlon procegs v
has not enjoyed,major success can be“traced to 1) our lack of
undérstanding of value and val(ing, and 2)° our assumptlon that.in. N
?our-evaluatlve work we seek truth, we seek objectrvely based °

“1

1nformat1on that spec1f1es the option’ to pick in a decision \

situation, and (we have hoped) that our work would say* that that ' ' :

optlonxfs\the csrrect one to pick in other places and’ at other . ) .

times. ] -
Tt is!interestingly curious that a term that is so central'to

the construct and process of ;valuation, value, has been .

discussed so little in the mushrooming literature on evaluation.

very simple and very complex. ALl of us value; much of the time,
and with little effort and fuss. We value freedom, the beauty of-
a sunset, k;;wledge:' We value people (some people at least),
relatlonshlps, 1nd thlngs. And, we have little difficulty with -
éhat valuing. At the-same time we find the idea of value to be
complex, abstract, and elusive; sohethlng that is often a sOurce
of confuslon in our efforts to understand and carry out the,

d -

evaluatlon process. : -,

° -

What Is the Problem? . . S ) T e

. . ]

What is value? (Note theafocus here is .on value not on a or

¥ . [}

some value.) What are the character1st1cs that make somethlng

value? What is a value structure? What are the b381c buildlng

*

_blocks of a ”value,structuge or value system? Until, these ) . 2

) - T \
. .




. knowing. In this rgspect they display great, and often times
-confusing, simila;ity.~ The résearcher amd the evaluatoer are

“*driven by the need to know. Th1s is not a hegatlon of putpose

r . N .

.confusions are ; cased our evaluation efforts suffer for wdnting a 4

2 3

solid'base. What is the f&le of value and valu1ng in evaluatlon?

Anothet d1ff1culty from our tnablllty to comprehend the

construct (and/or the reallty of) value 1s that. = .t

. . . no adequate methodelogy exists for the determination s
of values, even though such. a determination may constitute |

the most professiopal-.task the evéluator performs. It .
‘may, indeed, be his chlef clajim to a professional rath@ . .. ¢ -
than at techn1caD role. (Stufflebeam, et al., p. 18) * .

-,
-

?hfs statementlassumes that value and valuing play a central role
ir’ evaluation. oArgumentsxsupporting’that assumption will bé s

presented in this discourse. *. The méjor points in those arguments
* -

_ N . . . ©

are:

1." ReSearch and evaluatlon are d1fferent but relaté&

- M ~

processes that are used by people to serve d1fferent but related .

purposes. Sometlmes this use is systematic, at other t1mes the . .
uge. has guite an accidental structure. We are primarily ~

concerned here with those 1nstances in which ewvaluation is used

purpos1vely and systematlcally.

+

2. p.The purposes served by research and_evaluation are

different. If this statement were not true,.if research and-

evaluatlon sgxye,the same purpose, there would be no .§eason to

d1fferent1ate between them. If research serves purpose Y and ' .,

evalu tion~serves purpose Y, either process is substitutanle for’ .,

~ the other. If we say, "They serve the same purpose, but . a-\

i
d1fferently, one more effectlvely than the other in thi’s or that \\

.way," we are affirming and characterlzlng their .differences, If

we say, "They‘serve‘the same purpose but in different ways," we

'make the same p01nt they serve d1scern1bly d1f rent purposes. .

The need to understand those purpose d1fferences is important for - .
the full understandlng of the research/énd evaluation proCesses.

"3. Both the evaluation and research' processes are aids to

I3 . N

-

ﬁ
differences. Rather it is a recognition that they are analogous

i

. « .
> ' A, -
. o



to different 'sex siblings injfamily relat{;ns. A brother and
. sister are both children in a fan;ly and in that sense alike. '
Their malsness and femaleness are their differeﬁce:;'Rssearch and
evalua/tz{on can be conceived of as siblings of the Stientific

;
method;‘they are of the same family. PBut in serving difﬁerenf’
Pgrposes~they are like a.brother and siidter, they are differentgf
units in that family. o

4. The need for standards in evaluation has long.beéq§§
accepted.. Tyler's work anEYPovus'~extension of it in,Discrepancy
Evalqation are the most direct sﬁatements of the need for and
role of standards in evdluation. Other writers, although perhaps
less directly, accept the need for standards°in evaluation. For
éxample; the evaIuation‘model\deVeloped by Alkin at'the'UéLA
_Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) includes an evaluation
process component called Needs Assessment.
) educathe need toward which the thlng e1ng evaluated is
oriented?" is a setting of a standar to be attained. the CIQP
model (Context, Inputs, Processf;Pr duct) developed out of th;
work of Stufflebeam has,atcomponént called Context Evaluation.
. This is activity designed to help.de ision makers identify and
chogsé'goals for the system. The sellection of a goal to be
accomglished by the s¥stgm being evgluated is, again, a selqc&ion
of a standard with which to determine quality of the work of that

~

system.

.
-

A

5. Stanfards, often elusive, are found in|and evolve from
values. Tyler, when asked whexe the ‘&valuator should turn to

find useful standa?ds, 1s reported to have said from “your screen

of a philosophy and a psychology . To set a goal or to delineate

a need is to at least determine the boundarles of valu1ng ‘that

provide the basis for standard 1dent1f1catlon nd spec1f1catlon.
Given these points, the lack of nnderstang)ngr:f the constructs

value and "valuing" and the "lack of adequate methodology for
the determination of values" (Stifflebeam, et al., 1971) is
terribly debilitating. If we do not have a clear understandln;
of 4‘!¥h01al 1tem in our eg%orts and if we lack adeguate methods“

for specifying 1nstances of that cr1t1cal item, we arelln_an -

’ . . . w

/
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activity that, at the very best, has aAquestionable base. ; .

Therefore, the development of our understandlng of the refefents

'of the terms value and valuing are cruc1al to furtherance of . :

"evaluative work. . .

"A second reason ‘for® seeking claritx in our cqncepthalizations ‘ ' N '
‘liesﬁin the relationships between axiology (the)study of.the ee .
basic value building blocks in culturesf,'epistemology (how we
know that we know), and the logic of problem solv1ng (the °
assumptions in our effof‘L to resolve problems). If X and Y are -

determiners of value,in a culture, if-they condition all else,”

they would condition the way  people in that culture know that

they know something.and hoy those peogle resolve brqblems. Tnis
appears unidirectional: basic value building‘blocts condition

how we know, which in turn conditions problem-solving logic. But
it doesn't work that way. What we valdg‘agg how we value affects\*
how we know, and how we know affects nhat and how we value.

Given a culture ;n which value is based¥on h;gzng or attaining
objects (a person-object relationship) objectivity in knowing is
revered. At the séme‘time items that cannot be neatly

categorized and objectively counted are unknowdble and thus of
lesser value. This interaction has a Synergy that amplifies both "
parts. The valuing enhanqﬁF our epistemology and our . 3
epistemology supports our valuing. In so doing we become more
and more comfortable with and value our way'of knowing gnda our

way of know1ng becomes -more potent in our efforts to accord

s J ' s

things, character1st1cs, or activities as value. As a result, we

..strengthen the limitson what we know through the limits of our
- LY

'epistemology.| To ‘expand our &nowledge of the ‘evaluation process [
then, we neeakto‘expand out understanding of value and valuing, .
and how they interact with knowing and problem~solving logic{and
how they impinge on evaluation. ) . ’ .

~

. The early experiences in evaluation of Title I projects under
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 are a
beautiful illustration here. ‘'The dominate culture (at least the
culture of the people who made decisions about the nature of and

the funding or not funding of Title I projects) has a - -




.

" not engaged in.

person-object relationship as the basis of the vallie system. The
.hlghest value lies in the object on in the acqu1s1tlon\of the © /
object (mpchols, l976)./ A value system with such a base supports ,°
and flourlshes under a c¢gn1t1ve epistemology. I é having or.

acqulvlng objects is the hlghest value,.knowing about the effects ° .

.
Yo

of Title I projects c0mes from,identifying the things those
progects help learners acgulre. This is the way -to khow whether
a g1ven proJect should be cont1nued, moda\}ed, or aborted. Those',
hlng§ need to be classified, counted and measured. (And if
several of us can get the same number, we'll know that we knowi)
In the f1rst round of Title I’ptOJECtS, standard1zed tests were
thefcrlter1on over and. over,fapd many Qf the proJects showed (by
. the numbers) that no s1gn1f1cant differences were observed. The
decision was' reached }n many .of those';nstances to drop or .
.drastica}ly change the Title I effort. Th\*numbers were I -
convincing to the decision makers. -In a goodly number of those |
sites the people wereﬁupset about the conclusion that was
reached. These people felt that 1mportant things were happen1ng
4in those programs.’ The1r ep1stemology was affective. They knew . .
that the program that had been conducted was important. They .
felt good about what was happen1ng to and wlth chlldren in their,
program and were upset when the program was changed. The ’ .o i Y
decisions were made on cogn1t1ve ép1stemology assumptions.

*«v Most of the people 1n evaluatlon roles, and those who have B -
contr1buted to our lltetature on the evaluation process, have
been raised 1ntellectually in a cogn1t1ve ep1stémology. We've

?been 1mpressed with the work of measurement spec1al1sts,
statlstic1ans, psychologists, and people from "the hard
sglences Over time we've accepted that to know someth1ng we -

)pust be able to measure it, to objectify 1t. We have the further
asguMption that if we do our“evaluation well, we will be able to
give our cllent a definltive statement about the different
options in the decis1on toward which ‘our evaluat1on effort is . S

" oriented. We seek or at least we think we should seek
generalizability, a qdality that is eluslve if obJect1f1catlonj:s

. e

-



When asked to do an evaluation, an individual is in, effect
-told that on X date a choice will be made among two or more
options and that the person who must make the 'choice would like
some help in kfdowing the relative worth of the different
opt¥ns. Worth or value is not a constant. The value a decision
maker will accord to X will differ from'person.té\person and for-
the sane person at different times. That fact causes havoc with
‘an evaluator's assumption that his or her task is to determine .

" THE worth, .the definitive statement of the worth of\ each'option

peing considered.

.

/ The problem here can be demonstraf”d by using waterc r

.painting netaphorically. Because watercolor is a_ dev111shly

) difficult painting medium to control, very few watercolorlsts
strive for photo realism in the1r work. Instead they work on theq

idea of "letting the viewer co@plete the -picture". A

N

watercolorist cannot go over and over and over a portion of a

.

. ,\.

compdsition without creatihg a muddy looking mess. 8o, the
r3 -
watercolorist tries to distill the object being rendered to its

N

slmplest basi¢ elements, to present those elements, and let the

* . - viewer s mind fill in the m1ss1ng detall(

) ;ﬁt ) This d1ff1culty in watercolor pa1nt1ng and its solutlon
becomes a plus"rt creates an expanded number of v1ewers for whom |-
the rendering seems Just rlght” V1sual perceptlon of an object

‘ ) has considerable variability. If several of us were able to“
i perfectly render what we saw when we looked at a pine tree by the‘
« . s1de of a road, there would be cons1derable variation }n our
products. So, if I want and ameable to produce a detalled
. picture of a pine tree, it will look accuraée for those wh share
ny vﬂsual perception and 1naccurate for others. On the her
hand if I can distill pine tree-to its essential dimensions
kgeneral shape, how the trunk attacks the ground, genera{ pattern—)
of branches, etc.) and suggest them, my viewers will complete the

<

picture in their "mind's eye", accurate to each of them as a
B2 .

plcture of,plne tree.

-

2 Value 1s edery bit as var1able as v1sual perceptlon. In

fact, how we visualize things is a part of valuing. If, as an '

.
.
.
e
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,
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evaluator, I bell e it is my task éo'dete:m}ne and drsplay THE

Ty oo

- deflnitlve stateﬁent of the wo:th of optlons A, B, C, and D, I am

fooling myself.afw'statement of the worth ‘of those optlons will

be "rignt" fo: peopIe who»valﬁé the“same way I do and not for

2

others. ) ke
In such a situatién‘l wodld be of greater help to thd

decision maker to identify the dimensions.of value generally

appliqd to items :épresented in quions A, B, C, and D, and *’

sugdest thggﬂpo thé decision maker (s). If I’ also provide tHe
decision ﬁ%kei(s) with'suggestions of how different people use
' that set 6f'dimensions to ieach valte judgments, I will probably

be of g:eaté 6elp to the decision maker than if I t:y to present

_THE value of A, B, C, and D.ﬁ' .
@ Ou: lacn\Pf gnderstandlng of the concepts of value and
'%alu1ng is problematic to evaluators. We do not clearly
?understand what value is or how valulng'occurs. We lack adegquate
ﬁ methods for 1dent1fy1ng values that are- the underlying base fqr
selection of standards useful in a given evaluation. We are '
unclear about the relationship between value -and valuing and 6gé
eplstemology. And, we structure Bur evaluative work (and
teportlhg) on an assumptlon of constancy of value that does not‘
exist %n practice. The remainder of thls manuscrlpﬁ is focysed
on the 'ndture and dimensions‘of value and'valuing; on their role
.in the evaluation process; gn the basié building blocks of value
gystems and their"impact on knowing and problem solving logic.

Together these items should expand our understanding of and

»

e
Lbility to conduct evaluation.

. 4
»

Toward a Definition from Word Usage

- . The simultaneous simplicity and cbmplexity of the terms
"value"” and "valuing” are :ead@ly*agparént in the way they are
used; sometimes as a noun and other times as a verb. In its noun

“. use, two different senses exist. Sometimes‘the }e}m "value”
reférences a category of things. At other times the noun hse

seems. to imply that value is a thing or quality in and of .




L 4

. . !
;Eself.‘ In normal discourse we flip from one of -these noun uses

to the other and to the verb use without discerning any °

L YN

_difference in meaning. This sloppy use of language deters our

understanding of. the value and valuing constructs. And, it

* 2

confuses us regarding its role(s) in evaluation. s

\ .
In thL reading and discussion done in preparation for 'this

paper the following terms have been encountered:

conventional values, modern values, iquinsic vdlue,
extrinsic value, exchange value, older value, absolute
value, stable values, relative value, psychologic
values, cultural values, social values, fundamental |
value, lasting value, market value, value judgment.

- »

These terms seem to imply that value is a category of things or
qyalities that could be identified. This use is the one that
Gowin and Green (1980) were focused on in their d1scuss10n of the ’
%uesesons, "What values do our students have’" "What values
_ should they have?"*® At e‘same time the use of se many
adjectiveseihdicates.yG}: the category:referenced by the term
value Qas many subdivisions or subcatagories, sometimes discrete

\

and other times interlocking.' For example, "older values" and

{modern values™ would suggest dlffereot items, while
"5anen;ional values” and stable values would seem ‘to reference

or incorporate some of the same items. This use of the term

value" as a category is problematlc in two ways. We lack
1nc1us10n/exclus1on rules that would help us understand what is
and is not included within the “categoty of things or gualities we
reference by the‘term. And, if the "value" category has

\subcategories, we lack a clear logic “that aefines the
subcategories and their interloecking relationships.

The second noun use of the term as a thing or gquality is'seen
in ‘the many‘Ehihgs we call a value. For example, health is at
times and by some thought and spoken Jf_as_a value. Happiness,
f;eedos, justice, and education are at times suggested‘as

. values. There is confusion here in wour inconsistencg.\ Sometimes
we act as if health is important and engage in behaviocs that

Ao
would maximize health: we have periodic pbysicals; we take

. 5
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vitamins; we get sufficient rest; etc. At other times we -
disregard‘nealth by engaging in activities that reduce (or at
least have the potential for reducing) our healtn: we drive
burselves to fatigue; we disrega}d the advice of our doctors; we -
consume too much food, alcghol, tobacco, and/or drugs, etc. ?he
same inconsistency can be seen in other things we call "values".
Our actions seometimes document that happiness is important and

thst at other times it isn't., Ditto for freedom. Sometimes Qe
take actions that would maximize freedom; at other times our
behavior belies the importance of freedom. Such inconsistency
makes understanding of the term "value"sdifficult. _At‘one

instance we can point to something and say, "That is.a value,"

-

and at another time it isn't.
In the exeminaniqp of these terms several points have been
observed that do cont:gbute to understanding of the constructs of
value and valuing.- First, these terms are nouns. As such, they
categorize, they reference‘a class of things. They are labels
'\\ for a category or class of things tnat people want Ey/reference
“in their thinking or communication. The thing or things bein§
referenced in this noun usage are generally abstractions. _That’
‘is, they usually are metaphysical in netgre, sonething that can
be sensed, not-sometbing we san hold in our hands. It is clear
that there are degrees’ of abstraction inherent in these terms.

- Fundamentgl value, for example, can reference thinqs,;nat are
both abstract and specific. Nn its abstract sense it

incorporates the idea of all inclusiveness. 1In its specific

sense it seems to communica;e the idea of the oneh the basic o

' vdluex ‘- - *
. . “
The second observation that has evolved from the encounter

with these nouns'is‘their gervice as a shorthand mechanism. In

- writing and discussign we want to focus the thinking of our °

readers or our listeners on some particuldr set of things when we
hSe terms such as-intrinsic values, relative values, social
values, fundamental‘values, etc. We make statements -Such as, "It

is agreed by most that gchools~should be concerned about the

" fundamental values."™ We seldom elaborate what we subsume with )
. ‘ (3] e ) ~ q \ i




. who share a special activity and have equal or nearly equal

« S~ 7

that terms and we proceed as if the writer andfreader or Sspeaker
and listener have a common mental focus.
, A thlrd obServatlon. Sometimes the context in whichCthese . -

value labels are used ‘nakes it clear that thé speaﬁer or writer

\has»a specific in mlnd, That is, he or she seems, focused-on an - -

1dent1f1able item, to know the dimensions of it,. and "to want the -
audience to mentally converge on it. At otper times the context s

¥
makes it clear that the value, as a noun, is a "fuzzy", a term . N

‘used by a writer or speaker that has whatever _meaning a reader or .

11stener wants. "FUz21es"*are the art of campa1gn1ng o———

) politicians. On the political stump the politician will, in loud

and confident voice, say, "We will restore the basic values of ) .
this, our beldved country." Each listener knows what will be

~

restored. And none of the listeners know. o\

The development of a definitive statement about the mjaning
of\xaite is complicated by these var1at1ons in its noun or _
cajeg qy label usage. Evaluators need to comprehend'that -
var1ab111ty, to understand the abstractness of it, and to str1ve
for greater’ precision in use. v

Value, as a term, has become. an instance of jargon to
evaluators. That can be good, bad, or both. dargon isﬁeuﬁ
terminology that has precise and specialized meaning to people

expertise in that activity. 'Jargon‘can be meanindless gibberish
when used in communication among people who do not haye that

specialty and expertise. The gfowing.reéognition of the N
centzallty of tHe construct "valu€® in the process of evaluation
suggests two things for evaluators. Wg need to achieve prec1slon
and clarity on what we reference by the term value. And, we meed
to communicate'what that precise meaning.is when we speak with

evaluation's publics.. Neither of these ta¥ks is simple. But, . .

-~

the opportunjity to attack them is before us

The reading and discussions for this papgr suggest another

-

dimension of the term value. Earlier a note was made that the

focus hére was on value, not on a or some value. In some of the
b - . - . L3 - —

discussions, value is used to indicate a gquality, virtue, or




chatactet1st1c of somethlng or someone. We say "Honesty ;s a
value," or "Pats1mony is a value," or "Knowledge is a value " In
- this use we seem. to be say1ng that value is a general categoty
AND that thatwcategory has subd1v1s1ons that’ are 1dent1f1able
. qualltles. This islanalogous-to saying that Icat is a category
‘ and . that "compacts";:'subcompacts", and "spottstets" are
'sub-divisionsL We gain some unde;standing of the term value as_a
categoty label by zdent1f1cat10n of its subdivisions. But, care

-is needed. Honesty is a value.in some instances and ‘not in

P

othets. Paqslmony is a value in some 1nstances and not in othets.
"This recognition 1n effect says that value is context baseqd;

thgtv;ts nature and quality, are “always determined,in a setting. .,

And, that recognition calls to mind problems encounteted relative

to the terms "absolute value", "inherent value", and ™fundamerital

value*. Each of these suggest that'thete is qf'ought to be some’

irreducible amount or quality. that we could  identify. Altnough
this is concéptually useful. In practice it is *not vety

helpful. value is establlshed in the m1nd and in the

1nt4:act16ns of minds. It is maintained in the mind and in
N [}
. actions. Andgf it is changed in the mind and 1nteractlonsggg,

ﬁinds. Gol i% an element that haslvalue, not because"of some’
$
intrinsic ¢ aracter, but becausefof m1nd sets about 1t, about its

colot, s tensile strength, malléablllty, etcs If its color is

what someone wants or needs,-gold has value in that setting. if “

1ts tens1le sttength meets someope's need, gold has value in that

IS

need. In some instances gold has symbollé(value. “Its represents

somethlng 1mpottant to people. In this sense it has value vy

cteated in and by the mind and mental 1ntetactlons. If those

context and mental items are subttacted ot somehow negated, all

. We can say is that\gold is a' metal with a specific atomic’ weight, -
c0107 tensile sttength, etc. .These” are not value. statements.

Rather, they are desctlptOts that estaol1sh what gold 1s. ‘

Evalﬁatots need to'know thay» value is context determineg. That * ,

knowledge w1ll help condition the manner in which the construct

4

“can be used in evaluation. ' .

-
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The llterature Qp varhe and evaluatlon dlsplays anot ‘use,
that use as the verb "to value". "I value truth." "He values t

. 3o, .
participa%ion.” Such use is not ah.indication that truth or
» L]

participation, or whatever,.is intrins$oa}ly‘a-va%¥e. ‘Rather it » .

\ . ‘ . . 5 ! < s
is a statement about the condition Qf»thought\or action of an
> / . . e *
1nd1v1dual or group My statement‘that I 'value truth can mean

that I caré'about truth or that I take sOme Ctlon agcut ‘it or

.

both. The I-care-about ‘sense reguires no ert actlon; I can

have strong feelings but agpeat to do nd%hlng abOut ‘the 1tem . '*

af"*

cared for." Valulng in thls sense is affectlve._ 1 have an

“internal feellng .about somethlng or so, eone, a feellng that can®

<

.
be experienced-in varylng 1nten51ty. I care a lot, some, a" -
. . - ¢ .
little. . . o T ' . 5 '
In its use as verb, value at times has a subétituﬁion or

,-

exchange rate sense. 1In valuing X, I w1ll gkye a speclfxc amount
of money (or other resources, time, or. enengy) to get x. Because

I valued education I exchanged a number of:years of p0351ble .

. . t L '
» earnings for an education. —~

N

Evaluators should find the ,verb- sense of the yalue cdhstruct
useful., It suggests the following: 1) the identification of the

- thing valued; 2) the ,determination of theuentlty or ‘entifies that,

will be an acceptable exchangey 3). the quantlflcaélon.of tne

,.items in 1) &nd 2); and 4) the context in which 'the exchang
- 3.

be made, given'the quantifications ebserved. t ¢

-” Phe _effort to understand the construcgs ofl.alue and valuidg

r

through the literature seems enhanced by the recognition of a

-

[
number of items that might be classified as dimensions of value

and veluing. They are: é v -4

¢

LY

1) The locus of’ valuing.- Valulng occurs in'tne minds

of individuals and/or groups and is dlsplayed in the — .

actions of those«1nd1v1duals and groups.

~2) The nature of the valued ‘'item. Sometimes the thlng'
valued is a physical item: a metal, a cam etc. - At
other times the valued item is metaghy51cal,’as in I
. ;. value love or freedgn. At still other times. it:is.a
combination of the phy31cal and metaphy51cal,°as in
Wevdmesdﬁduw. . B ,

.
?
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3) The character of the valu;gg act. Some instances of
valuing are-internal affective’states (The ° 7

I-care-for discussion presented above). At ogher
times my valuing exists in my willingn€ss to
exchange or in the act of exchanging.

B

~
v

4) The fnténsityﬁof the valuing. As indicated earlier,
the valuing of items is*a variable. Sometimes the-
value of an item is extensive; at other times it ds
not. That intensity variation can be seen in the —
comparison between valuing of an obJect by two
different people. At other times the value .intensity

“variability'occurs between twd items in a class or »

category. I would exchange more for~program A tiran !

I would for program B. And finally, the variability

may occur when possessioh of more than one item is.

@ considered. For transportation-purposes alone, I

determinfe the value an automobile has for me. The
+~ value of a second automobile (again for .
transportation alone) will not be as great. Cp

P

valénce of the valuing. In most discussion value . .
is assumed o be positive, the valued item is worth
X amount. Hpwever, the p0551b111ty of a negatlve
value must Be considered. The positive or negatlve
valence is demonstrated when I say, "I would pay

.4  $10,000 for X," or, "You would have to pay me a ) <.
$1,000 to get me to do Xi"* N
e &
6) The;generalizabilitgﬁof the valuing. The discussion ) . *
* above asserted that value and valuing i$ context - Y Ve
bound. But, this too is a variable. Sopmetimes the

value of something is 1dlosyncrat1c to a particular
setting. At other times-.theré is commonal;ty across
a number of settings. Building an work by Scriven, .
Lincoln, and Buba (1980) havesdiscussed merit and
N\ ' worth as\forms of valuing; merit, in their
. discussion, being relatively context free and worth :
being determined tqtally in the specifit setting.

In summarizing the meaning of the const;ucés value and
. L J

- vélhing,'the fbllowing points need to be Tade: Value and valuing

. are complex, abstract, and variable constructs. The noun form,

value; is the label we apply to a class of gualities or things.

The verb form, to valué@ references &ither an internal state or .
an exchange aetlon we engage in. The concept of ;bsolute value f -
is useful conceptually. But, in real world “instances valu1ng is

context based. Veluingiis initiated, maintained, and changed in

the minds of humans. And fina{ly, valuing seems to have the




following dimensions: locus of the valuing, nature of ‘the item.

-

valued, character of the valuing act, intensity, valence, and
generalizability. Evaluators who want enhanced uhderstanding-of
the role of value and valuing in evaluation should expand therr

understand}ng of the meaning of value and valuing. The items

3

abové suggest avenues for that expansion.
\ '

<
]

J//'-Role of Value and Veluing in Evaluation

~

4 -
The section above was deliberately labeled "Toward a

Definition of Value and Valuing". ’ The meaning of complex terms

already stored‘ln society' s knowledge banks. For evaluators one

of the productive ways of expanding understandlng of the wvalue

and valuing constructs is to examine the role they play in the

evaluatiop process. : - N

JThis moves us dangerously closeJto c1rcular reason1ng. At

the very start of th1s paper it yas,argued that to improve

¢

.application of the .evaluation process we need°underst5%ding of

the concepts of value and valuing. Now it-is suggested that to -
- Ay bt »

know the meaning of .value and valuing we should looi'to the
'evaluag}on process. The focus here is not totally on the

rd - .-
evaluation process but rather on the role of value and valuing in

4
“evaluation. The examination of that role pravides us (a la

»

Polanyi) with at least tacit or tamgential meaming of the value

and valuing constructs.® . L ~
. ) . . >
A

It is generally agreed that evaluation is a systematic

problem solving proPess. There is continu}ng debate as to

~

whether evaluation is a subform of research or a subform of the

SC1ent1f1c method. One s1de of th1s debate proposes an

’

equlvalence between the terms research and the sc1ent1f1c ‘

R method. People on that side display a Venn d}agram that is a

circle; labeled as research or ag the scientific method. Tnen

fb/-’they draw circles totally within thé larger circle. One of these

°




t

smaller circles they label e551u§tion. Those on the othercside

of this debate start with a large circle laveled the scientific

methqg

smaller. overlaggmg circles which they label. research and &

Within that large circle these people dra§~at least two

evaluation. . v ) ’ A a

Y 4 . . . . .
Th:jresolutlon of this argument is not a prequisite for a
Aiscussion of the role of value and values in evaluation.

Regardless of whether evaluation is a subset of:&he scientific

method of of research, evaluation is subsumed-by the construct,'

In either case the general PR
=%
characteristics of the SCIEHtlfIC method are” found-in

the scientific method.

evaluatign. That is, every comgonent of the s01ent1f1c method

‘will have a comparable cégponent in the evaluat;pn process. =
Philosophers of science, in.defining‘the scientifiqg ﬁethod as

the g eral description of ‘the process for systematic problem

solvg, generally agree that a vital component, L;erhaps the ®ost

important component, is the existence of a problem. From these

_discussicns it is clear that a™Yproblem" exists when we have an "

inteftion of some sort that we wish to reallze and somethlng or
_things are blocking our reallzatlon ‘of . that intent (McDoweIl,
1966) . If the evaluation' p:o?fss is e1the£r;'d1rect derivative .
of the s ientifid® method or a derivative

~ 2 S .
expect the ewvaluation process to contain a problem component.

research, we should

The discussions of the National Symposium for Professors of-
Educational Research (NSPER) 1972 deGeloped a spt of problem
definitions usjing McDowel}'s intent/barrier format. 'They did -

this by discussion which concentrated on different types or

classes of 1ntents attended to by the scientific method. .

Included-dn these classes was the intent to systematlcally make a’

ch01ce.

-

- 1)

/
Their d1scuss10n assumed that this intent exists when:4

Pwo or more possibilities or options exist. (They

may be different actions tha® might pbe taken: e.g.,
to pick this textbook and nfff those; to retain or
dismiss a worker; to change an activity or not; to

Y label a partlcular student s work as of B guality - .
and not A, C, D, or E.) .

.
» - /
L4
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L ) /e -3 Coe e . : .
\ ‘ 2) The nature of the options and/or the constrdints in : ) :

’ ‘ : the context make it impossible to treat all tne
) possibilities identically. (Dismissal and retention

* ) cannot be exercized for the same personj there isn't . :
enough money toé buy all the different reading texts, ) ) !
" etc.) o . : L ’ .
™~ . . \ « ' i \ 3 .
3), 7 éh01ce among the optlons must be exetc1zed by some . .
N o target da;e. . . . C O N . ot
e o e . . .

. This 1ntent to choose becomes (or 1s) problematic when there is a.
¢ biftlet’ a condition that ﬁieps us from cartylng out the 1ntent., e

. ., , The lack of 1nformat10n that would differentiate between the

~ . optlons is such a barrier. . + ‘; E . i
- There is one more facet to problematic choite maklng° the . ’ .7

impact of  the ch01ce. a1l of us find ourselves 1n ch01ce mak1ng \
. situations in which we do not have a clear plcbure of the Y ’ -

relative worth of all the optlons. Should we or shoula we not

i’ ‘A:/'

engage 1n systematlc procedures (evaluation) to help us make our .

ch01ce? The answer to that guestion is found in another: What 1% RN

. is the impact of the choice? Iﬁ,I make a bad choice, whete do o,

the chips fall? Will the results of a bad chold%@be felt o4 . -

prlmarlly by me? Or/ will those negatlves unload 6n others? . ®

Some choice s1tuatlons are 1nstances in which I pave the— -

authority and respons;blllty for choices that are m1ne. In

- others I have the adthorlty and respons1b111ty for making a’ ) . "

, . cho1ce BUT I do so "in trust for othets + When a decision maker T
ibhooses a reading program he or she does it in trust for the e -
teachers and students. If the choice was not the- best one that

“ ~ could be made, tnis negative impact is felt bi the peopfe.not
directly 1n001ved in the choos1ng. The decision maker needs a -’ o
systematic evaluatlon in those 1nstances for two reasonsl ‘his or w
her own peace of mlnd that the best possible choice was made; °

. . aﬂi"‘as documentat{on, that the‘decision'was a thoroughly - J

: informed, rational cholce; documentation to be used if and when o

.
v v

explanation or justification is demanded.

» .

} An evaluation is undertaken to ”inform the cghoite" when a . 5.

prop}ematié décision situetion exists. Strlpped to 1ts bare

essentigls, - that evaluation involves: careful descrlpt1on of!the o
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options thg£ will be considered; the delineationﬁof the .
ihdicatorsof worth or value of all of the possible options; and,
actumulation ;nd intetptegation of the relative value of the

, optlons. ’ T

The teport af such an effort coutalns value clalms, in
contrast to truth claims. Gow1n and Millman (1978) descr1be five

@

types of value.cléims: o “\\
1) The intrinsic value claim. (X is good.)

2) §'Thg instrumental value CIi}m' (X is good to do Y.) W

‘;’ 3) .The¢compatative value'claim: (X is better than Y.i

4) The decisioh claim. (X should be chosen over Y and
Z.)

5) The idealization claim. (X could be better.)
3
® The report gfzan evaluation will have value claims from one or

more of these categoriestND should present the logic, the
ptocedutes, and-thefevidence that suppoits those va%ue claims.
Value and v;luing have.arole -in this process th§t'is’
manifest in sevet?l ways. PFirst,.evaluation can %e conceived of
as preparation for vgluing. That is; i£ ptoducgs’ﬁhe basis, the
information_for exchanging one thing forﬁanothgr.x'FOt example,
the. decision to buy'textbook.seties A is an instance of valuing.
- We are saying we are willing to give a. sum of money 1n exchange
° for those textbooks. The advice to choose textbook A over B, C,
and D is an instdnce of valulng that Gowin and Mll%man would see
- as supported by value clalms. .
The first three of the Gowin-Millman claims are instances of
thé,tolé of value and valuing in evaluation: the intrinsic, the
instrumental, and the coﬁpatative value claims. Here the focus
. is on tﬁe options in the choice. Valuing here helps us say that
each option is (or, is not) good, is good for something, and is
better ‘or worse than the othet options beiné consideted. Their
“‘kfoutth type shifts 1n tole. ~Thelt "dec1sion claim" focuses more
‘on the choice itself than on the 1ndiv1dual optlons. The

idealization claim, number fivé, is another role shift. Valuing

> £
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in it plays a role in projecting what might be, that is in 4
projecting some future state. .

:

The second manifestation of the role of valuing 1n evaluation

oy

is in the selection of evidence to be generated in an e
cevaluation. The dimensions:of value in genergi and the
dimensions of value for Ehe specific options being considered
inform evaluation planning. They provide the basis for the ° .
varlables and the standards on those variables to be used in .
generatlng the data and convertlng that data into 1nformat10n
supportive of the value claims in the evaluation report.

It should be noted that we are not expressipg concern’ here
for the value of evaluation. As stated'before,‘we take that on .
as a matter of faith (with a little help from our philosopher
friends).‘ Bather, our concer; here is for the part‘valuing plays
in evaluation. The idea of making value claims and producing ‘
evidence and’ logic 'that supports those value claims in a

particular evaluation suggests that valuing plays a pervasive

role in evaluation. As Krathwohl (1980) has said,

*a

Not all such chdices (made by scientists."in planning and
conducting their work) are automatically and completely

determined by the logic of the "scientific method". They . .
involve judgment, judgments such as what~is important and .

what is not, what shall be studied, what shall be ‘
observed, what corrected or controlled for, « « « (p.37)

&

Valuing play a role in-the detisions to éo an evaluation, in the -

planning of an evaluation,.- in the conduct of that evaluation, and

in ou%ause of those results. Clearly, understanding what value

and valuing are is a coﬁditioner of the nature and quality'of our

work. . f .
4 .

The Building Blocks of Evaluation Systems
*

s,

What is valued by individuals and groups plays a pervasive
LN 4 ' -

role in the nature of society, its institutions, the nature and
guality of life, and the ways people interact with each other and

with their universe. This point is a summary of over a decade of
o i .

|
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. ' ., work by Edwin J. Nichols of the National Institute of Health, a
e ©  synthesis_of work on axiologY‘(tne;study of the building blocks

? _of balug7§yétéhs), epistemology (how we know that we .-know), and -

3

c .
Fhe logicg-and process of problem solving 'in a society. “Nichols !

has constructed a matrix that presents his synthesis. The matrix.
.

, is a powerful vehicle for organizing tyinking about.value systéms -
». their impact on our ways of knowingi(and solying problems. It is
a vehicle for expanding our perceptions, our thinking about ho&

Y we live'and work and the' bases on which our value systems support
-and condition our choices.b' y ~
e Before discussing Nichols' synthesis a word is needed about’ ) N
e "value systems". To this'point’the discussion has focused on ]
individual instances of value and valuingfkat has not dealt with . J
aacomposite of values, the nature of a Fomposite of values, or C

how such a éomposite;impacts on us. Scriven (1966), in adqgézfst

3

poetic statement,‘says, ) ] Qxﬁﬁéqu |
S ] N ' . .C ‘\V\i‘:ﬁ‘mm
The system of man's values is a net and not a knotted o =
.string. It is a web that Stretches across our lives’ and
- actions and connects them with -the thread of reason.™ It
’ may be true that the net only ties holes tegether, but it o .
still has to have some points of attachment. The’
rational tension in the cords often makes it necessary to -
adjust ‘these points of attachment, as we would make new ) ,
connections or the old holding points move around, but
. . ¢ this internal tension\i§ not self supporting. There must -
. be poifits of attachmént,:SQd they should be secure ones. .
. . No 901nt of attachment is immune from these adjustments; .
so there-are no ultimate values, in the sense of :
unquestionable or indefensible ones. But certainly some
values are more important than others, that is.more .
numerous.threads .run from them. A child begins with '
f ’ certain wants and ‘these get modified by his environment;
: et he learns to think, he acquires new tastes, and these‘
changes lead to self modification. Eventually all his
¢ values are either new or have new importance. But they
sprang from the interactiontof rationality (or
irrationality) with his original values and his T »
gpv1 nmental constraints. If human beings are very : .
iffetent in their infdnt-needs or vety different in the-
constraints which are brought to bear on them, they
- .. could wéll have whblly different later values. Reason- . :
’ bears om and changes values but does not create tflem ex . . N
. . nihilo. If this is a basis for saying there are’ llmlts J .
, & td its.powers, then we can say that. But the picture of
C ultimate values, from which all others hang like Qnhions -

RN

- g on a—strtnghfS"completely'erngf— QKL 48-49) .
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In this passage Scriven recognizes that values exist in connected

systems, that the;\prov1de structure to life, that they ;:e
formed out of basic needs and constralnts, énd tﬂé rational
powers of the in@ividugl. He asserts that there are no ultimate
values and'at the same time recognizes the existence of forcés
that structure the development of ang maintain the more important
values. » ' . )
Nichols (1976) says that the forces that provide the
s;ructure (he calls those forces;the basic building b}ocks of
values) are cultural heritages. —his“study of three ethnic groups
identifies three basic value b01ld1Pg blocks. In the - .
EurP-Ametlcan heritage he sees that "The hlghest value lies 1n‘
the Object or in the acqu1s1t10n§of the Object" (a Man-Object
gelationship as the value building block). In the Afro-American
heritage "The highest value lies in the interpersonal
reiatlonship between men" (a Man—tMan relationship as the value
buildigg block). And, in the Asian-American heritage "The
highest value lies in the cohesiveness of the group" (a Man—G;oup
relationship as the value building bld%k):‘\His_gigsgntat}on
recognizes t:ét these cultural hériﬁages do not exist in pure
form. But the strength of the heritages and the potency ;f the
three building bIbcgs is of sufficient force that they ihéact

heavily on the nature and guality- of life, on our epistemologies,

£
"\

and the ways we sesolve problems.
In a culture with a value system built on’a Man-Object
relationship emphasis %s placed on things and and.their

acquisition. Such a value system places a premium on

-
~

categorization and guantification. The ‘individual values the
acquisition and possession of thingsi The family crest signified
-the nobility, the important people of Europe. wni were the

nobility .important? They had land. The mlgrants to the New

World had as part of the motive for thelr long. voyage, - the desire

to have a-place (land) in which ;hey could fashion their lives as
they wished. In a culture that reveres obiectsn it is not at all
surprising that the predomidant gpistemology is cognitive. One

knbys through counting and measu;ing. Objectificétion is

&
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supreme. The oft guoted statement, "If it exists,‘it can be
measured.. If it cannot be measured, there is™a high probablllt%.
that it does ﬂbt exist," is a natural outgrowth of a culture i
which value is based oﬁ the acquisition of objects. An abundance
of items can be cited.that fit with this Man-Object ‘fased value
system. Adoption of a child until just recently was based on the
existence of a stable marriage. We could not conceive how one
adult.could acquire the necessities of the life gqoé to live. At

. the close of our wars with Indians we effected treaties with them
that gave the Indians land.‘ Those treaties were, unilaterally \
abrogated when gold was discovered. The‘Indian had difficulty
understanding this instance of the Man-Object value building
blogk. In a TV documentary, "Hunger‘in America", it was shown
that: in some countiés.the powers that be‘refaéed to participate
,1n the Great Society's Food Stamp Program desplte the fact that
people 1n those counties were grossly undernourlshed and dying of
s§arvat10n. Thelr,reason: Year that the program would upset the
economlc system of their county.

In a society in which pe{son—person relationships are the
basic valuevbuilding block, it is no surpnise that the ‘
eéistemology is affective. As Nichols says, "One knows through

) symbolic imagery and rhythm. The Facists went down to defeat in
World War.II in Jungles of\lfrlca not, accordlng 'to some
analysts, because of 1nfer10r1ty of troups and equipment, but
rather’ because their cryptographers could not break the drum eode
usedfby Africans to communicate. The reason? Thecdrum code is
not a-categorizing-count-and meaEure code. It is a feeling, an
affective code., The sometimes derogatory refetence that Blacks
"really have rhythm" has cultural basis. Blagcks Eeem to feel the

mu51c and dance. Whites learn patterns of footwork and count out

.thelr movements, often displaying inability tqsmatch the count in*

“their 'héads with the count of the music.
The A31an-Amer1can her1tage with a personrgroup cohesiveness
underly;ng the value system has an epistemology that is

. conative. ' "One knows' through str1v1ng toward transcendence,”

says Nichols. The Japanese symbol for crisis nas two
* ’ .

4
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WORLD PSYCHIATRIC ASSOCIATION AND ASSOCIATION OF PSYCHIATRISTS IN NSGBRIA - UNIVERSITY OF IBADAN

November 10, 1976 .

BEHAVIOURAL OBJECTIVE: In the last few years it has become increasingly clear that there are differences between people
. that account for their behaviour and thought processes. My contention is that these differences are philosophically
based. Therefore, the objective of this lecture is to introduce a new set of philosophical constructs for your
persual. Cross~cultural efforts in 'programe development for education, management, ¢commerce, health care delivery

systems and even political considerations have a greater clarlty, when viewed from the perspective of these
philosophical constructs.

,'MB\ PRILOSOPHICAL ASPECTS OF CULTURAL DIFFERENCE.

» . 1
ETHNIC GROUPS AXIOLOGY - EPI STEMOLOGY , LOGIC PROC#
European Man - l;ject ct Cognitive Dichotomous Technology ‘
Euro-m{'lcan :
'Y The highest value lies in the Object One kpows through Bither/or * 1 All sets are repeat-
or in the acqdisition of the Object. counting and measuring. ‘ able and reproduciable
African Médn '~ Man Affective . Diunital . Ntuology ' ¢
Afro-American ~ [
The highest value lies in the inter- One knows through The union of All sets are inter-
personal relationship between men. symbolic imagery and opposites related tb‘rough human
R . rhythnm. and spiritual networks.
Asian Man - Group™ . . . Conative Nyaya Cosmology
Asian-American .
! The highest: value lies in the . One knows through The objective All sets are: indepen-
cohesiveness of the group. striving toward the - world is con- dentlytinterrelated in
s (:ranscendenc‘e. . celved. indepen- the harmony of the
. N . ’ ) dent of thought universe.
. B ‘ W «and mind.

-t

Breetveld, James., "Mother and Child in Africa: A brief conversation with as-Lambo,* Psychology Today, Peb. 1972,
Vol. 5, No. 9, pp. 63-64.

.
v

Dixon, Vernon J., Beyond Black or White: An Alternate America. Little, Brown & Company, Boston, 1971, p. 48..

Sudakassa, D. Personal conversation, Ibadan, 1975 ref.: (Muntu by J. Jahn, Chapter 4) . . ‘« .
Bdwin J. Nichols, pPh.b., Director, Child's Clinic, Institute of Education, University of Ibadan, Nigeria. Visiting *

egsor for qunlcal Psychology from the National Institute of Mental Health, U. S. A.
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components. One means "danger" .and the other "opportunity". The.

Oriental kriows ‘the meaning of crisis when he knows the merged
neaning of danger and opportunity: . A .

) NichOls recognizes a caveat. We do not f£ind these three (the
Euro—American, ﬂfro~American, and Aslan—American) heritages in
their pure form much of the time. Rather we see a mixture, an
amalgam, of them. The continued struggle in the gnited States
regarding the sale and purchase‘of property serves as an
illustration. We acted as if we had two "rights" that were
absolute, that oould not be abrogated. I can sell ?r dispose of
my property intany way I see fit. I can sell it to whomever I
want to.” I have that right through ownership. At the same tine
you have the right to purchase my property or any other piecé of ,
property, a right that cannot be denied you due to race, sex,
age, creed, or national origin. These rights, to unfettered
disposal of property and to equally unfettered ability to
purchase property, cannot both be supreme. They cannot be
absolute rights. They are inherently in confligt in any instance
in which both of then are exercised. ) '

»These *two property rights have different value building
blocks at théir base. Where the person—object:relationship is
the basis for the value systen, having objécts and havﬂng control
over them is of thé [ighex alue. What I do with my objects 4m§
property) is for me an¥ A -8 o determine. I will sell it -
when and to whom I please.  Where. the person-person relationship
predominates sespect for the dign_ij:y of the. individual rules out
digcrimination on.the basis of color, sex, age, etc. In that

: setting any byyer who can. meet the "fair.market price" must be _
permitted to make the purchase. To deny that right becuse a \*f/

person is ‘Black, female, old, etc., is a diminution of the

person-person relationship. There ‘was a e (not too long ago)

in which the person-object relationship was sp dominant in the

United States'that blatant héusing discrimination predaminated.

It still does in some plaées.' The civil rights movement has a

value structure that is based on the person-person value building

block. Ag it has taken holgd, as people have learned to accept
. e « <
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and get elong with others who ma¥ Yook, think, and act
differently, the opportunlty to 1£§E‘in any particular place has
" become more open.

Thi§ illustration suggests potency of the person-object,
person-person, and person-unlverse building blocks in, shaping our .
value systems, It also suggests_their'éotency'in shaping our .
epistenology and- our oroblem-solying logic. This is not'an
assertlon that one of‘these building blocks is inherently more
right or wrong. Rather, it is a recognition that if one of them
predominates, the value system, the”’ eplstemology, and the
‘Problem-solving logic used w1ll be more limited and focused.a;
That is, if the person-object rElationship prevails, the value
system will displey great emphasis, almost universal emphasis on-
having and obtalning objects. The life-good-to-live will be ™
defined bi'the obj;cts to‘be obtained. The person who has more
objects, more money, more education, more votes, etc., will be :
_more important -than those with less. Andgln such a culture,
knowing becomes more cogn1t1ve more restr1cted to our ablllty to
develop discrete categorles for our objects and our ablllby to
'ob]ectlvely count and measure the 1tems in those/tategorles. How
we‘;eel about those objects and how we feel about what the
unrestrained effort to obtain objects does to people and the
quality of their interactions recedes in importance. It also “f

- leads to actions that are potentially destructive to our

T

,,ghenvironment. For example, to increase our crop yield we use

chemicals that have led'to chain reactions that are eliminating

sgne‘animal species and ppisonlng our waterways. The more we

revere objects and objectification, the less we can use the

contributions to knowing that can come from feelings and

transcendence. . .o
If the person-person relationship .prevails or if the

person-universe relationship p)?vails, equally potent .

restrictions to the value.system and our epistemology. If we . .

move to the ultimate in person-person relationships, to the point

vhere feelings are all that matter, we support a subjectivity e

that is extremely aetriﬁentql to knowing some aspects of
£ ) L B . -
} . .
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ourselves, our surroimdings, and our experiences., There \should°

be no'mistake by the reader here. This is not a claim that one

: of these value building blocks is better or worse than the T

others. They are different. And as dtures- maximize on one of

them or on scme canbination, they (the building blocks) will -

. shape the do:ninant value structure, ‘how that culture knows. and

Evaluators work within value

L

how its problems are solved
systems to help people know the relative worth or value of some
\#  set of options//An understanding og, the potency of these value.
building blocks should give, evaluators ‘a Better base qx which t%
'structure their evaluative efforts. .
As indicated ealier, Nichols! presentation described three
\ problem-solving logics that associ.ate with the three different
value building blocks.
and is supported by a dichotomous logic, an either/or. _This
. logic system*'h?ea\hly involves categorization and the-
determination of qualities that deScrlbe and.differentiate the
_categories, It looks at people as’ plusses and minuses and. ’
through-pairs of polar adjectives describes the people who are on
one side or the other. The plus s1de is for those who are
‘intelligent, happy, effect;%ve\, clean, whié beautiful, active,
1mportant, neat, normal, .etc.; the minus side for the _ s
' um.ntelligent, sad, ineffective, dJ.rty, black, ugly, passg.ve, '
um.mportant, sloppy, abnormal, etc, The list of polar adjectives
is long and if you are perceived by someone as a person who .
displays several of the qualities on one side you are likely to
be accorded gra’Eis all ‘the rest of the gualities on that side.
When the slogan, "élack is beautiful® was poPularized a number of
years ago, it created difficulties in the viscera of many
whites. The discomfét seemed'to be that white is uaually & plus
quality and blachiis a minus.
from the minus to the plus side of the ledger, the ‘dicHotomous
"thinker had to put white dn the minus side; if black is _

beautiful, ‘then white is ugly? Lo - g

If you are going to move black

The dichotomous logic can, 'be seen in our program improvement

‘efforts, Given dissatisfaction with what a program is

s : (

-

ot ?

The person-object, building block leads to ,
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acccmplishing, we often look for the opposite as a‘solution. In ,
trying to make readers out of everybody, we' ve tried and compared
.a rote approaoh aﬂd>a phonlcs app oach, As John Downlng qulpped
once, non one side we have the look-ang;say lunatlci a?d op the
other, the phonetics fanatics. When a Qréblem arises we often Ny
enter 1nto_a debate over Jts’ cause. One person s analysisiis
that X is the cause. Anotifer asserts that it is Y that is the
. cu}prit. In the debate we 6/ten sharpen our argument by’ focusxng ’ .
”’ on the more extreme‘lnstances of X and Y. In so doing we los
track 6! the vast, majority with the problem and construct-ﬁ"jsa N
'solutlons for either an extreme X’ or an extreme Y. . \ &
(' The loglc associated Wlth the person-person relatlonshlp as -
the bas1c value bu1ldlmg block 1s, according to Nlchols, a
diun1ta1 loglc, a unlon 'of opposites. The "Black 1§pbeaut1ful"
) slogan was to its origlnators'an illustratlon. To. them beauty
was a quality of both blacks and whites' whlch, if accepted, could
. ) contribute to improvement of race felationships. 'Nichols
y ////Ezlustrates diunital loéic with a story aﬁout 0. J. Simpson, the
former football gréat. O. J. is supposedito make presentations

/ ’ of plagues to the outstanding football coach of the east and to J ‘ . *
. - his couﬁterpart from the west. To a° d1chotomous logic adherent, ' ..

. a-problem exrsts. ”Which plaque shall I present firsta" If I . )

. L make the presentatlon to one f1rst and the other second do1I o ; ‘ .
. ) cmmnunicate that -one or the other coach is really the best? _The,

d1un£ta1 loglclan seeks the unlon of opposltes, to take the items
. in an either/or problem and tc!me[ge them. 0. J. Simpson is
reported to have presented the two plaques smultaneously, and '

‘deliberately giv:.ng Coach X the plaque for Coach Y and v1ce . °

b

versa, and statlng that the recognition for excellence would be\ N

1 @

realized when they shook hands and exchanéed plaques: »

- There . is-marked.difference ih the either/or and the‘union of o

-, opposite logics. The former has a win-lose appearance or, .
characteg. « For teaching reading.pfbgram A wins and program B

loses! this is acceptabfe it fits ina value system in which -

— . ok}aectiﬁication predominates. -We-need -not be- concerned" about the. . ,

<

. impact of 1osing on the part of people involved with- the‘fgsing

’ N ’
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) s}de. In contrast, diunital logic has a bringing together
quatity, a oconcégn for mixing and for the relationships among
L

»

. < people involved in that mixing. Evaluators should realize

'immediate help from understanding diunital logic. 1Is the merger
of some or all'of the options focused on in an evaluation, a
s‘legitimate option? In evaluation focused on reading 1nstruction
{rote vs. phon1cs) approaches, is the merger of the two a '
legitimate option? In determining, the path to take to meet over
crowding in se::ndary schools should we choose building more N
schools or going into.a year-around schooling ca1°endar?' Diunita}
\  logit would lead us directly to the question, "Is some .
3; combination of the two a legitimate option?" o )
) The logic of problem solving associated with the person-group
 or person-universe relationship Qichols says is Nyana, the
: objective world is concéived independent of thought and mind.
This is an eastern philosophy in nhich all sets are independently
interrglated in-the harmony of the universe. At this writing the
aythor's familiarity with 1_N}s 1nsuff1c1ent to characterize it '
futthér.

"w, Evaluation is proposed as a problem-solving process.
Writings about it have focused in recent decades on a single
N logic, the dichotomous logic associated with the person-object
relationship value buidling.block and the cognitive
epistemology.
logfTs stake's wr
such a move. It s geSts d oconcern for reIationships and ‘

of the

Eval tors need to expand their thinking to -other

ings on responsive evaluation may be seen as

ooncer ple’ig the setting on which the evaluation
\

PN -

» - .fOQ_ySe o\ . h v; o I3

, role of value and valuing in evaluation is also -

- . 4 'Y

) constrained by the Man-ObJect Man—Man, Man-Group value building
blocks. They constrain the kinds of things that are valued, the
*ﬁature and intensity of valuiqgu and the way in which we know
0 that we know {the value of something. Some will interpret the
presentatidn of Nichols as a qualitative ordgring of the value of
different epistemologies. That does not seem to be the p01nt.

. Rather the message is analogous to the reasoning behind the
ae £
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structure of the government of the United States. A single form

of government is prone to, and likely to, maintain errors of a

particular sort. The checks and balance ‘of a government that

combines three forms is more likely to catch and correct errors.-

The same hozgs for epistemologies. The individual who adheres J
o

rigidiy t single epistemology limits what can be known and

.risks the repeated commission of error. Evaluators who

understand the different Eases for value systems and for the
constraints of the1r eplstemologles have a greater 11ke11hood of

contributing more cons1stently informed decisions.

Strategies for Valuing and Suggestions.for Evaluation

The analysis and sy%thesis done for this paper suggest that

there is more underStanding of the'evaluation process to be
gained if we.concentrate on the verb sense to value. How do we
value? How do we reach valué judgments? These questions seemjto
have' considerable potential for guiding evaluative efforts. In
contrast} the search for undenstanding of what valnes are or what
it is that we value seems less productive for our understanding °
of evalhation as a geperal problem-solving process. At the sane
time we need tolrecognize that the question, "What is value and
what are the things and qualities we value?" is an lmportant \
consideration in any given evaluatlon effort. But, these th1ngs
or qualities are only context specific. Sanethlng consldered as
a value in one sett1ng may not be in another sett1ng. That )
var1ab111ty does not contr1bute to s1mp11f1catlon and °

clar1f1catlon of the evaluatlon process.

Value and valulng appear to be both central to the process of
evaluation and problematlc. Our 11terature demonstrates that our
umderstandlng of these constructs is far from complete, that they
are used oftep in a way that specifies everything and nothing,
and- that we lack adequate methodologies for identifying the

dimensions of value in the study of a specific set of options and

Ve




for delineating and selecting a valuing strategy.‘ At the same
time our literature qpntéins work that can expand and specify

meaning of the concepts of value, valuing,@and value systéms.

And that literature exposes the role of these concepqé in

. evaluation, Further, the literature gives us an expanded

perception of the power of the building blocks 9f value in'

shaping our choice making and subsgﬁuentl§ our institutions and

ouf lives. The building préks of value and value systems

determine what weJyalue, how we know what we value, and £23'19915\-

and process for problem solvihg., The potency of that force is of
sufficient magnitude and nature that the search for understanding
is wérranted.and must be continued. It seems fitting ;hat this
discussipn of value, valuing, and evaluation should terminate in
what Gowin' and Mlllman would call:an !deallzatlon Value Clalm,

our understanding of evaluatlon can be hetter.
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